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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the application filed on 9/16/2003. 

2. Claims 1-6, 30-38 and 43-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Borgendale et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,774,720 in view of "Java 2 Platform, Standard Edition, 
vl.2.2 API Specification; Class window" ("Java 2 Platform"), Art of record. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 30-34, 35-38 and 43-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Borgendale et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,774,720 (Art of Record) in view of "Java 2 
Platform, Standard Edition, vl.2.2 API Specification; Class window" ("Java 2 Platform"), Art of 
record. 

As per claim 1, Borgendale et al disclose that creating a first window in a native 
application, sending a command for a second window to the first window, passing the 
command from the first window to the second window through a native interface (abstract, 
"...The graphics management system includes a common graphical user interface (GUI) which 
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receives graphics related application programming interface (API) calls from the application 
programs, and transforms the various types of graphics API calls native to a particular GUI, into 
a generic format compatible with a personality neutral graphics engine. The personality neutral 
calls are then passed from the CGUI to the personality neutral graphics engine which services the 
calls, and controls the drawing of lines, circles and other drawing tasks for each of the windows 
presented on the display..." and Col. 5 lines 55 to 64; Note that first window is interpreted as 
windowing API function calls and the second window is interpreted as the windows controlled 
by the personality neutral graphics engines, and the native interface is the CGU). 

Borgendale et al doesn't explicitly disclose the second window is a Java window. 
However, "Java 2 Platform" discloses a Java window (p. 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of "Java 2 Platform" into the system of 
Borgendale et al to have the second window to be a Java window because it provides an efficient 
method to adapt the teaching of Borgendale into various systems with various types of window, 
including Java window to meet the various needs of the systems. Doing so facilitating the 
passing of various types of commands native to a particular system to a Java window. 

As per claim 2, the examiner takes Official Notice that message handler was well known 
in the art at the time the invention was made. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention incorporate the teaching of well known knowledge into the teaching of Borgendale 
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et al and "Java 2 Platform" to call a message function with a handle of the first window because 
it provides an efficient method to identify the appropriate message handler to be used for the 
passing of the message. 

As per claim 3, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Borgendale discloses 
executing the command by a second window (abstract). 

Borgendale doesn't explicitly disclose a Java window. 
However, "Java 2 Platform" discloses a Java window (p. 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of "Java 2 Platform" into the system of 
Borgendale et al to have the second window to be a Java window because it provides an efficient 
method to adapt the teaching of Borgendale into various systems with various types of window, 
including Java window. Doing so facilitating the passing of various types of commands native to 
a particular system to a Java window. 

As per claim 4, Borgendale et al disclose executing the command by the first window 
(abstract). 

As per claim 5, Borgendale does not explicitly disclose the commands is a command to 
close the Java window. 

However, "Java 2 Platform" disclose command to close a Java window (p. 1 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of "Java 2 Platform" into the system of 
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Borgendale et al to have the commands to be a command to close the Java window because it 
provides an efficient method to control the windows to meet various types of needs of the 
system. Doing so facilitating the passing of various types of commands native to a particular 
system to a Java window. 

As per claim 6, Official Notice is taken that fetching a handle of a message dialog was 
well known in the art at the same time the invention was made. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of the well known knowledge into the 
teaching of Borgendale et al and "Java 2 Platform" to fetch a handle of the Java window because 
it provides an efficient method to identify the appropriate message handler to be used for the 
passing of the message. 

Claims 30-33 are rejected for the reason set forth in the rejections of claims 1-4 
respectively. 

As per claim 34, the rejection of claim 30 is incorporated and further it is well known in 
the art at the same time the invention was made that a graphical user interface contains various 
dialogs /windows. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of the well known knowledge into the 
teaching of Borgendale et al and "Java 2 Platform" to have a video display having a graphical 
user interface to contain the Java window and the first window because it provides an user 
friendly interface to the end user and facilitates the interface between the end user and the 
system. 
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Claims 35-38 are rejected for the reason set forth in the rejections of claims 1-4 
respectively. 

As per claims 43-45, Borgendale doesn't explicitly disclose the first window is an 
invisible window. 

However, "Java 2 Platform" disclose an invisible window (p. 4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of "Java 2 Platform" into the system of 
Borgendale et al to have the first window to be an invisible window because it provides an 
efficient method to adapt the teaching of Borgendale into various systems with various types of 
window, including an invisible window to meet the various needs of the systems. Doing so 
facilitating the passing of various types of commands native to a particular system to a Java 
window. 

Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments have been considered but they are not persuasive. 
In the remarks, the applicant argues that 

I) The Examiner's rejection of independent claims 1,30, and 35 fails for at least two 
reasons. First, the Borgendale and Java 2 Platform references fail to include all of the elements 
recited within the claims. For instance, the references fail to disclose or teach "sending a 
command for a JAVA window to the first window" and "passing the command from the first 
window to the JAVA window through a native interface" as recited in claims 1 and 30. Also, the 
references fail to disclose or teach "code to send a command for a JAVA window to the first 
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window" and "code to pass the command from the first window to the JAVA window through a 
native interface connection" as recited in claim 35. Secondly, the Borgendale reference and the 
Java 2 Platform reference do not provide or support the combination suggested by the Examiner. 
The windowing API function calls are not windows, but commands that comply with a specific 
format. 

Examiner's response: 

I) The combination of Borgendale and Java 2 Platform clearly disclose the claimed 
limitations in claims 1, 30 and 35 (see rejections to claim 1 above). 

With regarding to the commands that is only complied with specific format. The commands for a 
Java window is also commands that is only complied with a specific format (Java window). 

Applicant has argued: 

II) Nothing in "Java 2 platform" discloses sending a Java command to a Java window from a 
first window through a native interface. The Examiner has impermissibly relied on hindsight by 
using the teaching of the applicants to find the suggestion to combined the alleged teachings of 
Borgendale et al and JAVA 2 platform reference. 

Examiner's response: 

II) "Java 2 platform" is cited only to disclose Java window and Java command are well 
known. Borgendale discloses sending command to a window from a first window through a 
native interface. The office action disclose why it would have been obvious to combine 
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Borgendale and Java 2 platform. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's 
conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized 
that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight 
reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of 
ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge 
gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re 
McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

In addition, in response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 
5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, one having ordinary skill in the art would want to adapt the teaching of 
Borgendale into various systems with various types of window, including Java window. Doing 
so facilitating the passing of various types of commands native to a particular system to a Java 
window. 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wei Y Zhen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3708. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Wei Zhen 
3/17/2005 




